U.S. EPA TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROJECT
SEMI-ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING

Thursday, February 13, 1997
St. Petersburg, FL

b\ﬁ‘NG ®
&Q" >
¢
’ %
echnical ™2
z A
% upport ;;
4 roject @
) Q
7, >
gz >
O&y &.3,0
lVOQ °

U.S. EPA TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROJECT CO-CHAIRS

Engineering Forum:
Steve Kinser, Region 7 <« Bob Stamnes, Region 10 « Frank Vavra, Region 3

Ground-Water Forum:

Ruth Izraeli, Region 2 < Herb Levine, Region 9

Federal Facilities Forum:
Meghan Cassidy, Region 1 ¢ Paul Leonard, Region 3
Scott Marquess, Region 7




TABLE OF CONTENTS

FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM BUSINESS SESSION . .. .. ..o 1
Gehysical Detection Methods for UXO, Case Studies gp#cations, Dr. Dennis Reid
G0N, . . oottt e 1
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . ... oottt e 1
Integrated Site Assessments for UXO and Hazardous Substances (i,
REgION 10 ..o 1
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . . .ottt e e e 2
Risk Assessments for UX@dlicy, exanples, future activit), Douglas A. Bell,
Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office ... ........ ... ... ... ...... 2
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . ... oottt e 3

JOINT FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM AND GROUND WATER FORUM BUSINESS SESSION

.......................................................................... 4
Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated Solvents, Herb Levinggi®e9 .................... 4
OSWER Directive on Natural Attenuation. . . ........... ... . .. 4
DISCUSSION SESSION. . . .t ittt e e e e 5
ACHION BBMIS . 5
ORD Technical Guidance/WOorks® . . . . ... ... 5
AFCEE Protocol on Chlorinated Solvents. . ........... ... . ... 6
DISCUSSION . . .ttt e 6
Application of Natural Attenuation at Crane NWSC, Carol Witt-Smithgi®e5 .......... 7
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . .. v v ittt e e 8
Discussion of Federal Facilities Forum Issues and Position on Natural Attenuation, Forum
CO-CNaIIS .ot e 8
ACHION BBMIS . 8
Lowery Permeable Wall Case SyydRich Muza, Rgion8 .......... ... ... .. ......... 9
Question and ANSWEN SESSIAN . . . .ottt e e 9
Issue PRers, Co-Chairs ... ... . e e e e e e e 10
ACHON BBMIS . 10
Federal Facili Budget Issues, Mghan Cassig, Region 1 . ........... ... .. ... ....... 10
DISCUSSION & . v ottt et e e e 11
ACHiON HeMm .. e 11
Headyuarters date, Dog Bell, FFRRO . ... ... ... ... . i 11
BRAC SUCCESS SIONMES. . . . vttt e et e e e 11
DOD DraftRame RUle . ... . e e e e e 12
DoD Rarge Rule Risk ASSeSSMeNt . ... ...t 12
Air Combat Command Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI) .. ... ... 13
Lead DireCtiVe . . . ..o 13
ACHON BBMIS . 13
GROUND WATER FORUM BUSINESS SESSION . . . ... e 13
Dischage of Ground-Water Contaminant Plumes to Streams, Brewster Conant,
University of Waterloo . . ... ... e 13
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . . ..ttt 14
Ground-Water/Surface Water Interaction Subcommittee, Dick WiRegion 1 ......... 14
Soil Sanpling for VOCs: Discussion on Teclques and Rgional Protocols ,
Andy Beliveau, REION 1 .. ... ... .. 14
Question and ANSWEr SESSIAN . . . .ottt e 18
Prgposed Outline for “Monitorig of Field Parameters DugrGround-Water Sapling
Pragrams,” Do Yeskis, Rgion5 . ......... ... . 18

Natural Attenuation, Felicia Barnett, STLPgr® 4 . ......... ... ... ... ... .. ... ..... 19



GWRTAC and TIO Partnersgbs, Rich Steimle, TIO .. ........ ... ... .. 20

Future Directions of the Ground Water Forum, Rich Steimle, TIO. . ................ 20
Application of Downhole EM Techgues, Bill Brandon, Rggon 1 .................... 20
Open Discussion on Technical Site-Related Issues. .. ........................... 20
Action Items and Future Issues Resugtiirom This Meetig Develged ly Ruth Izraeli,

Ground Water Forum Co-Chair,en 2 . ........... ... .. ... ... ... 21

ACHON HEMS . . 21

Future DireCtioNS/ISSUES. . . . . ot it e 22

ENGINEERING FORUM BUSINESS SESSION. . ... ...t 22

Forum Goals and Future IssugpPes, Bob Stamnes, gen 10 . ...................... 22
List of Technical Egerts, Steve Kinser, R®N 7 . ......... ... .. 23
Overview of The Technical $port Prggram Status, Rich Steimle, TIO ................ 24
OERR “Sokes” Update: Discussion of How OERR Can Assist the Forums in

Meeting Their Goals, Ken Skahn, OSWER. ........... ... ... . ... ... ..... 24
Status of the EPA Lab Ryams, Trish Erickson, ORD/Cincinnati and Ken Brown, CRD,

LaS VEJAS . . .t e 25
Review of Action Items and Aggiments for Their Copietion, Frank Vavra, Rgon 3 ... 26

TSP MEETING ATTENDEES. . . ..o e e e e 27

GROUND WATER FORUM. . ... e s ettt e e e e e e e i 27
ENGINEERING FORUM . ... e e e e 30
FEDERAL FACILITY FORUM . ... . e e e e e e 31
OTHER ATTENDEES. . . . . e e e 33

ROUNDTABLE PANELISTS . . . e 34



U.S. Technical Support Project Business Meeting St. Petersburg, FL

FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM BUSINESS SESSION

GEOPHYSICAL DETECTION METHODS FOR UXO, CASE STUDIES & APPLICATIONS , DR. DENNIS
REIDY , GEOCENTERS

Dr. Dennis Reig presented a desption of Geocenter’'s Search Techrgiks Center, which was
formed topromote commercialization of techngles develped throgh ajoint project with the U.S.
Army. The Center focuses on techrpjdor use in surwang large areas for ordnance or hazardous
waste, and countermine techngyoThe Surface Towed Ordnance Locator (STOLSpesialized
vehicle to tow glatform with electronic monitors, was described. Theigment is used to surye
collect data, and locate bupits, bombs, and other utilities. Tpktform carries seven field
magnetometers, each of which covers a three meter area. The devices workranctpie that most
ordnance is made of steel and iron that depgeits own mgnetic field that is distiguishable from the
earth’s total field. Two radiometers are usedaage the deth of oljects. Location of glects is
tracked ly a differential @plication of the Global PositiongiSystem (GPS) thragh radio connection
with a reference site antenna.

The STOLS gstem has been demonstrated to be both accura@enise, and is much moreprd

than survgs conducted on foot. firoduces data that is archivable anpeagable, with GIS oputs.

Case studies covered in tesentation included a 60-acre site at Aberdeen, a landfill at an Air Force
Base, and a New Mexico site. These included subsurface identification of containers, electrical lines
andpipes, and tanks. A videqia of activities at the Pine Rjd Indian Reservation demonstrated the
technol@y’s value in locatig buried ordnance. Within 2 ga (workirg four hours a dg, the ystem

had survged about 60 acres, and located a burial trenchyRsiiimated that the surwavould have

taken a six-man team 26ydausirg more conventional methods. The cpst acre is less than $500.

He notedporoblems with tree cover andjtit gacing.

Question and Answer Session

In regponse to ayuestion about thegaipment’s abiliy to locate ofects at dpth, Reid/ replied that it
has located gbcts at seven meters. He also noted thagif Biplosives are epected, it is necessar
to do a surface swpahead of time to avoid ordnance ongheund. He confirmed that the STOLS
needs anerator and cannot beerated remotgl Countermine technaly is generaly based on
infrared detectors. Reychoted that non-ferrous ordnangiaétics or ceramic) is jgroblem.

INTEGRATED SITE ASSESSMENTS FORUXO AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, HARRY CRAIG,
REGION 10

Harry Craig presented a case sudf integrated site assessment at the 1,700 acre Umatillg Arm
Depot site. The first sgetaken ly the Arrmy was to look at historic data to locggmary explosives
(fuses primers), secondsirexplosives (TNT, RDX), angbropellants (whitephogphorus), and chemical
wegpons (includig mustardgas). Interim actions at the site included surface clearance of ordnance.
Explosives located on thground were either detonatedplace or consolidated. Bulkdh explosives
andpropellants are normajlburned aboveground. Crag noted that additional contaminationyna
result from detonation giropellants, as thedo not burn that gadly.

The Remedial Invegation (RI) for the site included a subsurface syrdevelgment of a GIS ma
that was matched witbrimary data, and devepment of a soil sapling plan for chemical
contamination. Field sgpling and well drilling required thepresence of a UXO safeescort. The
continuirg RI at the site includes on-site aytadal methods (colorimetric, immunoag3aand glit
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sanples for full laboratoy anaysis. Ground water and surface water glamg was included at areas
near to the surface or where erosion wgsmeent. Installation of monitorgqwells required downhole
gegphysical monitoriig to make sure nothgwas in the wg. The site risk assessment was based on
chemical data. Crginoted that most @losives are not volatile.

The Feasibily Study at Umatilla examined a number of treatmepttams. UXO was clearedyb
burning in place or @en detonation. Contaminated soil is to be screened for miikekplosives, that
will be destryed throgh gpen burnimg. Treatment ptions for exylosives residues in soil include
incineration, bioremediation, apossibly phytoremediation. @tions for metals and @losives in soils
include incineration followedybsolidification/stabilization (costpgproximately $500per ton) or
solidification/stabilization alone ($1fr ton). The lattermion was considered aqa@ble for low to
moderate concentrations. Ground-water treatmgtitres for exlosives inground water considered
were ultraviolet oxidatiorpump and treat witlgranular activated carbon (GAC), ginytoremediation.
Metals were to be treated precipitation. Crag noted that ultraviolet oxidatigpresented some
problems because of breakdown qgaments, and thaghytoremediation (considered for TNT but not
RDX) is vely slow. He rgorted that the treatment of choice for chemical UXO is incineration at a
permitted faciliy. Although eight such facilities are scheduled to lpewed in the coungr they remain
controversial.

Remedial Action (RA) at the site has moved forward based gioiR&0'sposition that allprimary

explosives, bulk hgh explosives, and secondaexplosives at concentratiomggeater than 10% are
considered reactive under RCRA. Treated wastes must be non-reactive and meet CERCLA risk-based
cleany levels. UXO clearance will be conducted to atbeppropriate for future land usproposals

(generaly 2 to 10 feet). DoD has deveked guidelines that mabe inplemented in the future. He also

noted that UXO metal squanust be certified non-contaminated beforeg/céng. Institutional controls

or deed restrictions rngaalso be irplemented €.g, for digging or building on the site).

Question and Answer Session

Craig was asked whether “transfer to lease” for land use control wag ¢misidered. He said this has
not come p yet. He also noted that EPA ynaot have the authoyito enforce this ption at DoD
cleanys. A Forum member from R®n 5 noted that thehad accpted some deed restrictions, but
not all, when the land was transferred to a cppatk. Liability is an issue; however, Dofeneraly
wishes to transfer liabiljtto the lessee. It was noted that ptiance also was groblem in that the
Army does not want to retain enforcement autjoBomeone asked how spraetal was tested
before beig reg/cled. Craf regponded that this igeneraly a liquid test on a saphe of materials.
About 300,00(pounds of scrametal has been reded at Umatilla.

RISK ASSESSMENTS FORUXO (POLICY , EXAMPLES, FUTURE ACTIVITY ), DOUGLAS A. BELL,
FEDERAL FACILITIES RESTORATION AND REUSE OFFICE

Doug Bell, of OSWER'’s Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office (FFRRO), has beemgworkin
in ngyotiations with DoD on the Rge Rule for thegpast 14 months. EPA and DoQraed that the

Rarge Ruleportion of the RCRA Militay Munitions Rule would be the nasnsibility of DoD.

Although the Military Munitions Rule was gned on Februgr3, larguage on militay rarges was
deferred. DoD’proposed Rage Rule was recentiwithdrawn from OMB review due to concerns

from both stakeholders andgtdators. EPA comments on the DoD BarRule Risk Assessment
proposal were released on Janu@r 1997, under Tim Field’sgiature. It ipossible that DoD did not
think they could accpt EPA comments, and other federajukator chages. In the event the DoD

Rule does nogo forward, EPA igrepared to handle the rge issues under the MilitaMunitions

Rule.
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DoD’s proposed Rage Rule Process gms with an identification of the rge and aqualitative
analsis to determine whether a detailed assessmergused. Bell rgported that most militgrrarges
have not been degiated as areas of concern, and therefore, DoD has not dgrmawer site
characterization to date. Thaalitative analsis under consideratiory oD is based on a deskpto
review ofprevious records, but as maaf us have eperienced, DoD often has no records, and it is
unclear what alternative Dofroposes in the event records are not available. In addition, EPA has
pushed DoD to release their genassessmeptior to conductig an accelerated rnpsnse, grovision
not considered in DoD’proposedprocess. EPA also ushirg for DoD to conduct a detailed risk
evaluation after thqualitative evaluation if the circumstances warrant a more detailegl $tod
additional concern is that USDA and DOI, which woptdsumaby) receive the land, do not want to
assume liabili if the property is transferred to them.

Question and Answer Session

The Federal FacifjtForum asked wha newprocess is bemdevelged, when RCRA and CERCLA
already are inplace to deal with this issue. Bell pesded that the militgrdid not want to conduct
cleanys under RCRA, but wanted to devebkbeir own standards.

Additional outstandig issues for DoD include the release of information to stakeholders, and the time
that mg be reuired to brig communities into therocess. Also DoD’s definition of an Interim

Regponse is different from EPA’s. Under DoD rules, an Interimg@aese could be a fence and

placard, followed direcyl by rarge closeout. Formegriowned defense sites (FUDS), BRAC facilities,
and NPL sites all frguently include militay rarges.

UXO risk assessment needs to bgasate from hazardous chemical risk assessment to ensure yhat the
both aregiven adguate attention. If UXO is identified, the DoD risk modpplées. It focuses on the
probability that individuals will come into contact with UXO. GeneyalDoD mg default to

explosives safgt and indicate that the risk is sahithat cleanpis too dagerous. However, these
properties are still likef to be turned over to DOI or USDA. Atesent the risk model does not
considermproximity (e.g, a trepasser comig in closeproximity to UXO), but ony probability of

detonation. Thgalso do not consider gedation of materials in the risk model.

Another Forum member asked whether egiclal risk was considered. Bell msded that ecotpcal
concerns are not phcitly addressed. The first concern iplesive safef risk to reponders.
Ecolagical risk could be considered dugithe seconghase, or durig either the streamlined risk
evaluation or detailed risk evaluation, lgeneraly, it is unlikely that ecolgical risks would outwejh
the exylosives risk under the current DoD model.

Stan Zawistowski asked whether the BaRule addresses bigjioal warfare gents. He has been
working with the State of Utah on these issues. @oblem he identified is access to classified
information. There are so few individuals who know whapisg on, that it is not likel to ever be
included in the risk assessment. Ddell reported that the rule does ngeesifically address these
issues. DoD is atteptiing to remove chemical and bigjical warfare gents from thegeneralprocess.
DoD will resubmit the rule to OMB in late March or gaflpril. He siggested Zawistowski submit
comments on this thrgh his Rgional Office.

Bell distributed a chart of the Rga Rule Risk Assessmemtocess and asked Forum members to
forward comments to him. HarCraig noted that there are currgnd number of national wordgroups
addressig the Rage Rule, Munitions Rule, and BRAC. Heggested a national conference tophel
resolve overlpping issues. The Forum Co-chairs, @dBell, and Hary Craig will continue
discussions garding the possibility of a national worlgroup on military munitions. DoD recentl
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held a Keg'stone scping meetirg on military munitions. Meanwhile, EPA and other Fedegdrecies
continue to voice their concerns.

JOINT FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM AND GROUND WATER FORUM BUSINESS
SESSION

NATURAL ATTENUATION OF CHLORINATED SOLVENTS, HERB LEVINE, REGION 9

Herb Levine led @anel discussion on technical goalicy issues related to natural attenuation (NA).

He reminded Forum members that comments on the OSWER Directive issued in draft gn3anuar
from Tim Field's office are due on Febry&1. Some of the Ground Water Forum members noted that
this due date for comments could bgrablem, as thehad received the document rather late. Herb
pointed out that the directive refers to tpmotocols:

. The Ground Water Forum has commented orptb®col for natural attenuation of
chlorinated solvents deveided ly the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence
(AFCEE). Curt Black willprovide an pdate.

. A previousprotocol on natural attenuation or intrinsic bioremediatiopedfoleumproducts.
OSWER Directive on Natural Attenuation

Ruth Izraeli is on the OSWER wodkoup that develped thepolicy directive. Thegroup is made p
mostly of Headjuarters and Rgonal representatives from the Undgound Storge Tanks, CERCLA
Federal Facilities and RCRgxograms. She morted that the draft directive was issued on Jandar
for review ly the Rgions. It has noyet been distributed to states or PRPs for comment.

Izraeli provided hghlights of thepolicy directive. It defines natural attenuation aghyisical,
chemical, and biolgical processes that reduce contaminatioground water and soil. kical
processes include dilution and pkssion; exarples of chemicaprocesses areylrolysis and
radioactive decg and exarples of biola@ical processes are reductive delggoation, and aerobic
biodegradation. The directivepplies to Sperfund, RCRA Corrective Action and UST sites. The
document discusses a few classes ofpmmds €.g9, BTEX, chlorinated solvents, and PAHSs in
surface soils) and whether thare amenable to NA. Thekéessue is whether thgrocesses are
occurrirg quickly enowgh and comletely enowgh to achieve remedial pdrtives. For exapte, it is
estimated that onl5 to 20% of chlorinated solvent sitesymze remediated usiiNA.

The role of natural attenuation in OSWER remediation also is defined. NA is used in a similar
fashion or in the same was other treatment techngies. It isgeneraly used apart of a treatment
train. NA is not a remagditself, but can be combined wigump-and-treat, source removal, and other
technolgies. In CERCLA, NA must be considered as other teclgedcare in the framework of the
nine decision criteria. It also must meet a “reasonable timeframe” criteria. NA ipresiuaptive or
default technolgy at ary site.

The effectiveness of NA at wisite must be demonstrated gssite-pecific characterization data. A
well- defined congatual model that defines the sourcesthwey, seasonal chges, andgrocesses
affecting trangort assumed to occur is critical. Tlypés of information rguired to demonstrate NA
include:
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. historicalground-wateiquality data (NA can be selected gmn this basis if the
characterization is copiete and site data indicate that contamination will be reduced in a
reasonable amount of time)

. hydrogeolagical andgeochemical data groximatel tengeochemicaparameters are
suggested)
. microcosm studies @feochemicaprocesses to demonstrate natyralkcesses.

Generaly, at least two levels of data will be needed. Forum members cautioned that NA should not be
selected on the basis of the first level of data alone. Dick Y\iliéed that the use of historical water
guality data assumes that the monitgrimells are in thg@roper location. Available data manotgive a
goodpicture of what iggoing on at most lghly contaminated sites. In @mnse to anothequestion,

Izraeli noted that field measurements need to meeptdde QA/QC standards (althglunot

necessanl data levels 3 or 4). Also, it m&e necessgito select an alternative or corgencgy

remed. Finally, the directive ephasizes the iportance ofperformance monitorig

Discussion Session

Harry Craig commented that ifou decide on NA and sipty let it go, things could become much

worse rather than better. Izraeli noted that one of the criteria is thatithe must be stable. Ceai

also asked about the effects ofgtimm. This could lead to dejad releases in thejaifer. 1zraeli noted

that this hapens withpump-and-treat as well and is accounted for in the directive. Members noted that
the ony way to reach clearplevels usig NA is to remove or contain the source.ylfu have data
showirg trends for reduction over a considerable tigmey still have to be able to account for what is
going on. Carol Witt-Smith asked how this model will work with RCRA. Under RCRA, if contaminant
concentrations exceed action levels atghiat of conpliance, it is necessato add egineerirg

controls. 1zraeli rggonded that the directive is consistent with that, but peSund and UST sites,

you don't necessayihave this control. Someone else asked whetheliey addresses breakdown
products, and was told that it does.

With regect to Forum comments, Izraeli noted that EPA's techgigdince is noyet available. The
Ground Water Forum has recommended that the teclguicince and directive be issued
simultaneousl. She asked whether the Ground Water and Federal {#&alitms would like to issue
joint comments on the draft directive. After discussion, it was decided that the two Forums would
regpond s@aratey. Ground Water Forum comments are due to Ruth Izradiebruay 19. Federal
Facility Forum comments will be cquited by Debbie Tremblga

Action Items

. Ground Water Forum members will forward comments on the draft OSWER Directive on
Natural Attenuation to Ruth Izraely-ebruay 19, 1997.

. Federal Facilities Forum members will coordinate their commentsginidebly Tremblay
(FFRRO).

ORD Technical Guidance/Workshops

Jery Jones, of the NRMRL Ada laboragpmnoted that ORD's scientists had worked closath the
Ground Water Forum for mguyears. But hgointed out that ORD has no authgrib issuepolicy,
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and ingeneral, stgs out ofpolicy issues. He said that tpeogram regresentatives would have to
determine whether their technigasitions are well documented emgbufor policy.

According to Jones, NA iprobabl the ony tool for remediation that will occur whether or not EPA
recanizes it. Technical issues associated with NA arg sige pecific. Used in cojunction with

some of the other tools we have available, it can work wetl. Jones noted that there are curgentl
two AFCEEprotocols related to NA: 1) an earligrotocol forpetroleum lydrocarbons, and 2) a more
recentprotocol for chlorinated solvents. Bgphotocols were devefmd ty large groups, and therefore
they include a number of viepoints.

The Ada lab is devepng a document that will incporate technical issues related to both these
protocols. The focus will be on technical issueg/ofihe olpective is to hgd RPMs determine whether
NA is occurrirg, whether it is gotential tool for this site, and whether additional technical assistance
is needed.

The lab is also devgbing an NA worksh@ which will be firstpresented in Rgon 10 in Mgy. The
number ofparticipants will be limited to ensure fyparticipation and because similar workgisowill
be conducted in the other gtens. Thg hope to have the draffuidance document repdor review ty
the Forums in Aril, so it will be conplete before the Maworksh@. He asked the Forums to
comment on draft fact sheets for bp#troleum and chlorinated solvents. Inp@sse to ajuestion,
Jones noted that the document will ugdean ORD catgory two peer review. This will include an
externalpeer review, and reviewytas mawg technical egerts within EPA apossible.

AFCEE Protocol on Chlorinated Solvents

Curt Blackprovided the Forums with arpdate on the devetment of the draft AFCEE Protocol on
Chlorinated Solvents. He gamasized, that while it isgood technolgy transfer document for those
who want to pply natural attenuation, it is not an EPA document, or one thatgeecAshould
endorse. Three nar issues with EPA acp&ance of therotocol are: 1) it does not deveplthe state
of the science adgatey; 2) the laiguage used is inconsistent with EPA’B@oach; and 3) the
anal/tical tools are not addressed. The document includes a disclaimay ER#Anconcerns, but
Black believes this should be made more obvious.

The regulatory framework for NA is not made clear in the document. In addition, it fails to address
potential dgletion of fuel tydrocarbons. There is inagleate erphasis on source control and
treatment. It is also internglinconsistent since ipementation of some of the source control
measures gigested could chae thegeochemisty and inpair NA processes.

An additionalproblem with theprotocol is its failure to considground water as a resource. It focuses
on human reqaors downgradient of contamination, bugrores thepotential for beneficial uses of
ground water. Finayl Black pointed out that NA is not evaluatedagnst othepotential remedies.

Discussion

Craig Thomaspointed out that the Air Forgapsition curreny is that it is necessato show that NA
will not work in order tgustify selection of another remgdOther Forum members noted that DOE
may beplanning to use therotocol as well. Althogh there wasgreement that thepgoming EPA
guidance angbolicy statement should persede thigprotocol, there was digeeement as to how this
can be accoplished. Jewy Jones said that he woyddbvide cqies of the document to gifForum
members who would like one.
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Harry Craig asked if agone had eperience at a site where NA or intrinsic remediation has worked for
chlorinated solvents. Herb Levine said that there are twy Biges in Rgion 9 where NA is beip
evaluated as a remgdHe said the Rgon also had reviewed othepg@ications of the AFCEE

protocol. In some instances it was gateel, but not all. Hayr Craig noted that Rgion 10 has a DOE
facility with a one-and-a-half mile TGtlume in fractured rock. DOE was unable to demonstrate
intrinsic remediation within a six mongeriod. Katly Davies noted thatpito 26% of RODs have

some form of NA, where as gn2% have technical ipracticability waivers. Sh@ointed out that NA
could be used as a waf avoidirg demonstratig technical inpracticability.

Kay Wischkaerper reported that she has used an abbreviated version of the ApOEEoI to

devel a Rejion 4 guideline. She sygested that this could be inporated into the EPAolicy.
Someone else noted that the States havegatditad an pportunity to review it. Curt Black noted that
an inherenproblem with the pproach taken pthe document is the att@irto demonstrate that NA is
taking place, rather than lookgto see whaprocesses argoing on and determingnwhether NA is

one of them. Thgroup agreed that th@rotocol is inportant because there is a vacuum of information
and it is currenil the ony thing out there. EPA could counter thig develging its ownprotocol

(which itis). A final issue is EPAJsarticipation in develping the AFCEEprotocol. John Wilson, of
the Ada Laboratgr, was involved as a technicalpext in its develpment. Forum members felt the Air
Force should make clear that his contribution wpsraonal pinion, not an EPAposition or EPA
accetance of the Air Forcejgosition.

APPLICATION OF NATURAL ATTENUATION AT CRANE NWSC, CAROL WITT -SMITH , REGION 5

Carol Witt-Smithpresented a case studf natural attenuation at the Crane ammunition bgrnin
ground in Indiana. This site is bgaddressed thrgh the RCRAprogram. The site has been used for
destruction of eplosives, solvents, regshophorus, flares, and other contaminants since 1940.
Formerl/, materials were burned dirgcthn theground. The site is located in agaland vallg

formation in sandstone and limestone. There are prautijuifers, a creek angsngs in the area.
Currenty there are 72 monitorgywells maintained Yothe state and EPA. Tlgeolagy is such that a
natural funnel andate ystem channels botiround water and surface water flow to the lower end of
the vallg. Surface water runoff is thedgest issue, includmsediments and overflow. The entire area
is contaminated with gosives and metals. A former wagite has been removed, and contaminated
surface installments are bgiremoved. The faciltis seekig apermit for future activy.

The contaminatedround-wateplume seems to be contained within the wallEracer tests have
shown thaground-water flow is extremglslow, eliminatig pump-and-treat as a remgdSource
control is beiig addressed thrgh conposting of 20,000 cubigards of soil. Hotgots with sgnificant
TCE, TNT, and RDX contamination have been identified.

Natural attenuation has been determined to be tlygpotential remed for explosives inground
water. Monitorirg well data will be used to demonstrate that natural attenuation is ogcuéyrin
number of studies are bgisonducted ¥ USACE involvirg the use of biomarkers, tipetential for
immobilization of TNT in soils, and microbial gedation of TNT and RDX. Surface water from
springs and runoff to the stream also will be treated.

Natural attenuation will be monitored thghuevidence of declingpconcentrations over time and
limited contaminant ngration off site, amog other measures. This is a Naswned, Arny-operated
facility. They are alreag seeimg that contaminant levels are bgireduced as various source areas are
cleaned p. They expect to continue toperate the facilit for the next 3¢ears.
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Question and Answer Session

Someone gypgested a reactive wall talgradvantge of the natural funnel arghte formation. Carol

noted that this has been considered, but that it would be difficult to install. Because of the slow
ground-water flow, she is not sure it would be needed once the solil is cleaned. Barium and aluminum
are also of concern at the site. Dioxin releases to the gibean issue for continued burgiat the

site and will rguire monitorirg.

DISCUSSION OF FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM | SSUES ANDPOSITION ON NATURAL ATTENUATION ,
ForumMm Co-CHAIRS

The Forum Co-Chairs led a discussion on the Federal Facilities Forum's isspesbéamds with NA.
Forum members raised a number of issues related to the use of natural attenuation asfarremed
contaminatedround water at Federal facilities, includin

. In situations wherground-water flow is minimal, as in thpeevious case stydit is not
possible to demonstrate natural attenuation.

. Desoption is not beig addressed in NA remedies.

. NA includes dilution as well as geadation. The vgrbroad term “reduction in concentration”
is generaly given too much weht. There is not necessgra mass reduction.

. The “reasonable time” criteria pends almost entirglon future land use.

Glenn Kistner eglained that Rgion 9 formed a worlgroup to address NA twgears go. Some of

their work is catured in the OSWER directive. He offered to sendgy @j their rgport to Forum
members. Bill Roach noted that he hasprrieon a case stydf NA for a TCEplume, which he also
offered to forward to thgroup. Carl Froede of Rgon 4 expressed hismnion that the Air Force is
frequently proceediig without EPA concurrence or even infor@iBPA of their activities. He used the
case of a surfactant stuth Mississppi as an exampie. He was the RPM at the time, and found out
about their activities thraln apresentation at a conference he attended. He believes the Air Force
intends to move forward with or without EPA concurrence. Other Forum members raised additional
problems in inplementation, pplication, andpolicy differences with other Federajencies in this

area.

Paul Leonard asked that eyene forward pecific issues to him so that theould be discussed in a
follow up teleconference on thisgie. The Ground Water Forum also will be invited to attend.
Februay 26 was selected as the date the teleconference will be scheduled.

Action Items

. Glenn Kistner will distribute ques of the Rgion 9 workgroup report to Forum members for
their information.

. Forum members will forward a list of issues to be discussed at the ReB6ugorum
teleconference on NA to Paul Leonard.
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LowERY PERMEABLE WALL CASE STuDY, RICH MuUzA, REGION 8

Rich Muzapresented a case siudf a reactive wall demonstratignoject at Lowey AFB near

Denver, CO. The demonstration was condugbattly by the AFCEE, EPA, and the Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment. Hugpose was to demonstrate thgplgcability of an
iron filings reactive wall foground-water remediation. Potential advgetof the treatment were that
contaminants would be desygexl (not moved from one media to another), frstesn ispassive andh
sity, the life pan of thepermeable wall was @ected to be a number of decades, and the most
common contaminants at the site would be effegtitrelated.

The sitegeology consists of a thin alluvialystem over clg, from one to 60 feet dpeGround water is
found at 4 to 15 feet below the surface, and therpade® channels that affegtound-water flow. The
contaminants of concern include TCE, PCE, anglwhloride. Site characterization workdaa with
hydropunch and conpenetrometers tgather both shallow and desanples. An on-site laboratgr
assisted in characterigra contaminanplume about 1,500 feet wide that extends for about two miles.
The Air Force is considergaground-water containmenystem at the boundaof the base.

Theproject teanperformed detailed subsurface characterization to determine the location of the
permeable wall, and used modeglito determine the best thickness. Ground water in the selected
region was shallow, and flow was consideredqadde. The halgenated aganic contaminant
concentrations found at the site were consideng@sentative of other Air Force Bases. At the
location the wall was to be installed, thepitheto ground water was 10 feet andptie to bedrock 17-18
feet. Ground-water sgsing and anajsis indicatedqyood hydraulic conductiviy of 35 feetper dg.

Column tests were used to deyeén estimate of the amount of tigund water needed to reside
within the wall (residence time) to effectiydteat contaminants. One to thregsleesidence time was
determined to be needed and that determined the thickness of the wall. A fungegieacwhfguration
was selected, utilizopa ten foot wide ¥ six foot thick wall with funnels agied at 45 dgrees. Two

feet ofpeagravel was installed on either side of the reactive wall. Bentonite was used to seal the
bottom and tp of the wall toprevent flow over or under the wall. Wells were installed tghowt the
wall to allowperformance monitoriqm The findirgs indicated some moundjrof flow in front of the
wall. Within the wall, oxidation reductigootential drgped sgnificantly, pH rose, most chlorinated
compounds dgraded (to below detection limits dowradient), and dgradation was consistent across
the wall depite varying concentrations comgnin. In addition porosity losses in the reactive material
were ony about 13-14% durmthe firstyear.

A cost conparison indicated that costs overyaars would be less th@amp-and-treat or air
sparging. Recommendations from the demonstration included useinfsitu velocity meter, reduced
monitoring requirements over time, and the use of lower cost installatioceduresd.g, a trench
system rather than the relatiyedxpensive Waterloo interlock used for the demonstration).

Question and Answer Session

Rich Steimle noted that because this was a demonstpatijatt, agreat deal of characterization and
performance data was collected. He asked whethey#tens wagjood enogh to move forward at
other sites without conductpilot tests. Muza said that the believes that ghas known about the
technol@gy to do without full-scalgilots as log as the site characterization data iscadée to degin
the ystem. Column tests in this casegeel topredict claging rates and determine residence time.
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| SSUEPAPERS, CO-CHAIRS

Paul Leonard, Scott Mauess, and Mghan Cassiglled a discussion of thrgeeoposed Federal
Facilities Forum issupapers. Two wergroposed ly Carol Witt-Smith and CrgiThomas of Rgion
5, andprovided to Ken Brown of the Las ‘gas Laborator for review:

. Fate and Transport of Explosives in Ground Water at Federal FacilBegect mangers for
both RCRA and CERCLA sites have identified the need for understahain explosive
contaminants react, gexde, and tramert through theground-water gstem. The issupaper
would include a discussion of the chenyisif explosives found irground-wateplumes; an
explanation of how eplosives dgrade in the quifer; an eyplanation of how soilyipe affects
degradation and trapertation; whaphysicalprocesses control the traust of explosives in
the @ueousphase, howgnition materials or solvents maffect the characteristics of the
plume, and emeing research and literature review.

. Fate and Transport of Explosives in Soil at Federal Facilifidss issugaper would address
similar tqgoics related to eplosives in the unsaturated zone. It would addreses durnig and
open detonation areas, and UXO. Tgugpose would be tprovide an eglanation of how
explosives are digosed of and act in the soil poovide insght on delineation and treatment of
soil contamination.

Forum members gigested the two issympers also address mixed wastes, risk assessment, and case
studies. Paul Leonard ggested that the issymper outlines be distributed to the Forum for comments,
and the be discussed at the next teleconference call. Carol Witt-Smith gigessed that the Argis
Waterwags Research Station be invitedparticipate.

Harry Craig proposed a third tpic for an issugpaper: Field Sampling and Selecting On-Site Analytical
Methods for Explosives in Waté@rhepaper would address on-site ayi@étal methods that curremtl
exist for TNT, TNB, RDX, HMX and Picric Acid. Colorimetric, immunoagsand biosensor
anal/tical proceduregrovide real time data, are lower in cost than laboyatt®?L.C methods, and ma
be valuable tools faground water, surface water, and treatnpigunt process monitorig. Thepaper
would be similar to the current Federal Facilities Forum ipaper regarding field anajtical methods
for explosives in soils. Tpics to be included cover: pbosives corpounds of interest; Office of
Drinking Water Health Advisor Levels; holdig time stug for explosives inground water and surface
water; water methods available; detection limits; interference/cross reagiivitsecondayr target
analities; SW-846 methods; accuramnparisons of on-site methods with Method 8330; treatment
technolgies; and advanges, disadvanges, cost, ease of use of various methodsg©féered to
distribute cpies of an outline for future Forum consideration.

Action Items

. Co-Chairs will distribute issugaper abstracts to the Forum for comment.

FEDERAL FACILITY BUDGET | SSUES MEGHAN CASSIDY, REGION 1

Meghan Cassigl led a discussion of bgdting for Federal faciliy cleanys. She noted that BRAC
funding is endimg, and cleanp costs will be folded intgeneral Federal facijitbudgets, and that OMB
has told the services tomect level fundig over the next fivgrears. As a congeence, Cassid
recommended that EPA Federal fagifitoject mangers learn more about: the lged buildirg

process (includig requests madeybthe facility); prioritization of fundirng across rgions and states;
and allocation of funds received. If the fagiltoes not receive all thidhave rguested, EPA needs to
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be involved in their internal decisiongeeding cleany. Because of the nature of the miljtar
budgeting process, EPA needs to be involved at both thedueaters and ggonal levels.

Cassig noted that a worgroup conposed of heagliarters enforcement staff andji@al staff is
working to incoporate budet issues in Federal Fagflifgreements (FFAS). R@ns 9 and 10 have
had some success in deglinith this issue at thepper mangement level. The issue is critical for
Federal faciliy cleany because the militgrhas taken thposition that thg will not include in an
agreement aything they do not antigpate fitting within theirprojected budet. EPA'position has
been that EPA should getiate a cormprehensive greement. Therinciple of force mgeure allowed
that EPA could not hold them tohing not funded. However, the services have said this is not
adeuate.

The larguage they areproposing mimics lastyear's Kgstone reort. It allows for rollirg milestones,
and an annual revisitation of the schedule. Federal facilities canpenhblized if Cogress doesn't
give them the funds, and thep@opriations are made annugall

Anotherproblem is that the servicesystinat EPA is alreadparticipating in the budet process.

Cassig distributed a suryewith questions rgarding the extent to which Forum members are included
in budyet decisions. She pes togather evidence giroblems so EPA headarters can document

their position. But she noted that ER#oject mangers will also have to be willgnto learn their

process and become involved as individuals.

The enforcement worgroup is devel@ing language to be inserted in FFAs with the Nathat will

give EPA more leveige. For Sperfund cleanps, EPA has no statutpruthoriy to force the services
to do somethig not funded i Corgress, howeveprimary deliverables within the FFA can be
enforced. For exapte, the Savannah River DOE site was fined $3.5 million.

Discussion

Craig Thomas noted that B®n 5 has a number of BRAC sites that do not have FFAs, and wondered
if there was ay way to address buggting with no FFA inplace. Cassignoted that ngotiations will

likely have to be copieted sparatey for the Arny, but thoght the Nay document woulgrovide a

good startiig point. She noted that B®n 1 has had some success in becgrmimolved in the buget
process. Installations cgmovide EPAproject mangers with A-106 documents that show whatythe

are askig for. Floyd Nichols noted that in Reon 8, the BRAQorogram had indicated no further need
for regulatory involvement after the Remedial Action has begmraved.

Cassi¢ swygested Forum membersdie with Chater 5 of the Kgstone Rport develped by

FFERDC. Eveyone should become familiar with tpeocess outlined there. She also asked that Forum
members return their suryguestionnaires to her within two weeks.

Action Item

. Forum members will return cquteted survg forms to Mghan Cassig within two weeks.
HEADQUARTERS UPDATE, DouG BELL , FFRRO

BRAC Success Stories

Doug Bell asked Forum membersparticipate in gproject to collect information on BRAC successes.
Thepurpose is to hgd spread the word about how to make Federal fgodieanys faster, more
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effective and less cogtlDebly Tremblay will use the information to create a series qlade success
stories that demonstrate tpesitive effects EPA has haddpick cleanyps. The audience will be
communities, media, Federal, state and loglegors, RABs, and canessional staff. The first set of
13 success stories is due to be plated in Ma. Themes to be ghlighted in the fact sheets include:
use of innovative technajees for site characterization and remediation; streamlined gheckie to
interageng/ agreements; variable ovegsit goproach; communyt participation in the decision-makin
process for settmcleany levels; determinig future land use; and chooginleany technolgies. The
point is that thesegengy initiatives have resulted in time and cost sgsifor communities and
taxpayers. Sites to bprofiled are the Armg Materials Technolgies Lab, PlattsbgrAFB, Cameron
Station, and the Naval TrairgrCenter in Florida, ama@others.

DOD Draft Range Rule

Bell reviewed the status of the DoD Draft RarRule. DoD and OMB haveageeed to withdraw the
current draft from reviewpresumaby) so additional chages can be made. Most EPA issues have been
tentativey resolved—EPA has had a lot of success gotiations. However, ch@es have noget

been confirmed in a revised version. DoD also has hegiebadeal of comments from USDA and
DOI. DaD is reevaluatmtheir position with repect to rgulatory involvement. DoDplans to

resubmit the draft to OMB in late March or gaflpril. In the interim, EPA has finalized the

Munitions Rule. Bell also noted that FFRRO reabpreciated iput from the Federal Facilities

Forum.

Scott Maguess asked if the Munitions Rule would padvide a betteposition for EPA, sggestirg
EPA withdraw from involvement in DoD's Rga Rule efforts. Bell eplained that theprocess is
moving forward in accordance witbrevious hgh level g@reements made between OMB, DoD, and
EPA. He also felt it was of value to EPA to remain informed about thpioach, and to determine in
advance how difficult issues will be dealt with. Belyygested that the last tlgrEPA wants is a Raye
Rule that doesn't work. If DoD continues to geldney will eventually be in court and thewill have

to prove that the Rage Rule is morgrotective than the Munitions Rule and/or otheuitatory
authorities alreadin place (eg., CERCLA or RCRA).

DoD Range Rule Risk Assessment

Bell also summarized the status of the DoD deaRule Risk Assessment effort. He noted that EPA
comments were submitted to DoD on Jagugrl997. DoDplans to repond to comments within 60
days, and a meetgqwill be scheduled in March. Forum members discussed exiSBA efforts at
risk assessment on militararges. Both Ft. Meade and the Ordnance Cost Effectiveness Model
develged at Huntsville are exgites of risk assessment. At West §firia Ordnance and Anniston
amoryg others, EPA haspplied Siperfund's risk assessmeaqiidance. In Rgion 10, at Umatilla, EPA
used the 10% reactiyiRCRA rule agustification for cleanp.

Bell noted that EPA hgzovided sgnificant risk assessmentgport to DoD on the Rage Rule effort.
As part of this effort, EPA and DoD devgled “decision lgic” to define exylosives, includig UXO
and “other consitutuents” @, EPA’s hazardous chemicals). qaedless of whether the RgaRule
effort moves forward or not, this@ect of our work is verimportant since a method for addregsin
both sgnificant problem issues at militgrrarges has been defined. At sopmnt in time, UXO and
“other constituents” will need to be addressed in sgmpe of detailed manner under onekoit or
several rgulatory authorities. In this manner, thegudators are makgprogress. However, the
current DoD aproach ony addresses the “plosives safst’ issue and risks to rpenders, basedpon
decisions rendered at DDESB, would ultimatelitweght risks from environmental threats.
Explosives are the oplissue of concern. Someone commented that EPA has uggdhbaeilistic risk
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assessmenparoach beig proposed ly DoD at the Aberdeen site. It was noted that characteristic
hazardous wastes that exceed ARARSs obviate the need fpletimga risk assessment. But it is
necessarto demonstrate a risk togger action.

Air Combat Command Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI)

Doug Bell summarized this DoD initiativeylsaying that final comments from EPA'sgienal offices
have been received. EPA's consensus is that the initiative adds little to copreathes. Comments
will be submitted to the Air Combat Command (ACC) in March. He further noted that ACC has
devel@ed six scenarios for land use that are used to deseteenig levels. This allows them to
avoid usimg the standard residential scenario favorg@&PBA. The have tried to retrofit EPAjsrocess
at 18 locations in 17 states. Paul Leonard noted that at one sitgiam BeEPA followed its own risk
screenig process. When the ACC came to EPA, we were able to inform them that EPA dleebd
done this and our wais better. Bell confirmed that EPA does not concur with RNSI.

Lead Directive

Bell noted that EPA's Office of General Counsel (OGC) has determined that releases opteeadrchi
be addressed under CERCLAggastirg that lead basepkaint may fall under Sperfund authorit.

This ma/ have a ginificant effect at militay bases where left over legdint for aircraft, water tanks,
and railroad cars has been used on bughliit is still too east to know what the congaences will

be. Finaly, in reponse to auestion, Bell said that he would atteinto find out about the status of an
ongoing Inspector General (IG) audit of Federal fagildata and ngort back to the Forum.

Theplanned discussion of the site invenytdiatabase begdevelped by the Forum and future
activities was deferred until the nexgutarly scheduled conference call.

Action ltems

. Doug Bell encourged Forum members to forward their comments on the DogdRRale
Risk Assessmermrocess throgh their Rgional mangement if thg have not alreaddone so.

. Doug Bell will report on the status of the IG audit on Federal fgcdata at the next
teleconference.

. The site inventor database and other future activities will be discussed at the next
teleconference call.

GROUND WATER FORUM BUSINESS SESSION

DISCHARGE OF GROUND-WATER CONTAMINANT PLUMES TO STREAMS, BREWSTER CONANT,
UNIVERSITY OF WATERLOO

Brewster Conant, of the Univengiof Waterloo presented an overview of the current state of
knowledye regarding dischage of solvenplumes to streams. He also identified and discussed the
factors that will affect the near stream flpath of a dischaging plume. Included in theresentation
was a discussion on theportance and coplexity of the near streaground-water/surface water

flow system and a scientific basis for further discussiganmging this sulpect, as well as a stargn

point for develping new actionspolicies, or rgulations toprotect the GW/SW interface. A pp of
Conant’spresentation materials and an abstract ophesentation will be sent to all Forum members.

13



U.S. Technical Support Project Business Meeting St. Petersburg, FL

Since much of Conant’s work has ryet beermpublished, he would like for all Forum members to not
distribute hispresentation materials without tpermission.

Question and Answer Session

In regponse to ajuestion, Conant said thpaissive collectors nyahebp identify where dischaje zones
are in a gstem and that bioindicators and bioaccumulation cgmitiehtify certain loadigs. Dick
Willey, Region 1, noted that there are a number of spenineable sapiers available. KathDavies,
Region 3, noted thapassive samlers oftenprovide false results with media that contains natyrall
occurrirg inorganics.

GROUND-WATER/SURFACE WATER INTERACTION SUBCOMMITTEE , DICK WILLEY , REGION 1

Dick Willey presented the Forum with apdate on the work begnconducted ¥ the Ground-
Water/Surface Water (GW/SW) Interaction Subcommittee. Willeted that the Subcommittee has
decided to focus on technical issues and t@uardue ag program orpolicy issues surroundin
GW/SW interactions at this time. The Subcommittee is iptbeess of devefpng a draft genda for
a technical workshm In addition, the Subcommittee is discugdime possibility of develging
technicalguidance on GW/SW interactions, a Statement opése (SOP) for GW/SW interactions,
andguidance on further research needed in this area.

Willey noted that the Subcommittee has bggmaached i the Ground Water Protection Council
(GWPC) of the National Ground Water Association abouptssibility of holding ajoint workshq.

The GWPC mg soon be awarded $15,000 to conduct a conference on this issplanisub focus the
conference on the whole watershed. Wikkaid that he is reluctant to have the Ground Water Forum
co-gonsor this conference because of the broad focus of the mdmrtirthat individual members
could attend and pert back to the Forum on their fingjg at a future TSP meegor teleconference
call.

Next, Willey identified the kg issues irportant to GW/SW interaction stydsite characterization,
problem identification, and monitoign He said that to focus on the kinds of measurements that need
to be taken to understand these interactions, there needs to be a better undgostdrepargpective
ecolgists have on GW/SW interactions.

Willey said that the Subcommittee intends to ask gilfrom each Rgon to hep answer some of
the GW/SW interfacguestions. However, the level of interaction with these gsikremains to be
determined. René Fuentes, g 10, noted that the mutual education of kgthups is more
important than involvig a $ecific ecolagical member on the Subcommittee.

The next GW/SW Interface Subcommittee call will be on Felr@@dr 1997. The call-in number is
202-260-7280, conf. code 5391#.

SoIL SAMPLING FOR VOCS: DISCUSSION ONTECHNIQUES AND REGIONAL PROTOCOLS , ANDY
BELIVEAU , REGION 1

Andy Beliveau, a Qualit Assurance Chemist with EPA &en 1,gave apresentation on minimizm
volatile losses durigncollection, handlig, andpreservation of soil saptes for VOC anajsis. Beliveau
stated thapresent methods of sauhe collection, handlig, and anajlsis do noprevent volatile losses
or preserve the soil sgrte adguately. Soil volatile losses, observey some researchers gi to two
orders of mgnitude, are ver high conpared to water saphe volatile losses. EPA R@on 1 is draftiry
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methods for minimizig volatile losses that will be sent to all otheiglRes for review to reach a
consensus on recommended methods.

Beliveau outlined the basic elementgpuéservation, defined gseventirg loss of volatiles from the
point of exposing the soil to the time of sgute anaysis. The followiry steps will help prevent volatile
loss:

. Collection sanple should be collecteguickly with little or no eyosure to air. (Rgion 1 uses
a 10mm gringe as a corig device)

. Containmentsanple should belaced in an air- andduid-tight container.

. Mediunt sanple should beplaced in a medium that does not allow loss of VOCs to aity or b
bio-, photo- or chemical dgadation. The medium should not interfere with theyaisiland
must allow the sapie to be held for a reasonalgeriod of time. Apreservation medium that
also extracts VOCs from soil gseferable.

. Preparation sanple should berepared for analsis without loss of volatiles.
. Analysis anaysis that utilizes automated@pment without rpeated pening of the samle

container igreferable.

Beliveau said the gbctive is to develpan on-site angbis procedure for estimatgtotal VOC
concentrations relative to the sifgesific working standard of 0.2 gikg (200ppb). He exlained that
screenig is the kg ste in soil anaysis, where the most portant decision is to determine which
analsis method to use and whether fingper amount of sapie has been obtained.

Theprocedural methods for sque screenig, collection, handlig and analsis that result in minimal
VOC losses are:

Sanple Screenig and Collection

Sanples should be removegliickly from the @ened soil usig a corirg device that collects a
measured amount of soil without forgiair into the samle and accuratgldispenses it into a
screenig container or final sapling container. The collected sala is screened ugya calibrated
Photo lonization Detector (PID) to determine ¢le@eral level of contamination. If the salmis above
0.2 ng/kg, the soil isplaced in a measured amount of methanol. If thepkam below0.2 ng/kg, the
soil isplaced in water containgna small amount of sodium chloride goréserved with sodium
bisulfate, or igplaced in a closed containgrssem with no headpace, like the Encore Sater System
Capsule.

Sanple Handlimg

The amount of soil must be knowngaedless of medium used. The container must be of known
weight, and the amount of medium must also be known ighweir in volume. There should be
provisions for determinig thepercent solids of the saie in the field or in the laboratpr(Dry

weight results are piired). In Rgion 1, if the sarple is between 10 and 30% solids, an estimate is
required, but data must bejeeted for samples with <10% solids. The amount of gaenanayzed in
dry weight must be known to calculate the results.
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Sufficient accurag in the above measurements iguieed if the sarple weight is to be known and the
extraction fluid is to be in the same ratio for all s and standards. Alperations should be
performed to diminish volatile losses and ensure that data is valid@odueible. It is not necessar
to bring extra guipment into the field, since known vghits can be determined in the fatdor to
collection.

Sanple Analysis

Methanolpreservedsanples, if prepared in theproper soil to lguid ratio, can be angted usig
methanol dilution Pge and Tra Technqgues, the method of choice. Calibrations@edgormed in the
same manner as againg water VOA samles. Methanol has been usedas of SW 846-Method
8240 and CLP SOWs to determine concentrations of mediunghidenviel VOAs. This techijue is
commony known as the methanol dilution tectue utilizing Puige and Tra GC/MS or Puge and
Trap GC/PID/ECLD. Inproved detection limits can be realized when the instrument ip$et §IM
(Selected lon Monitorig) anaysis. A limited set of angtes must be chosen.

Water/bisulfatepreservedsanples can be angted in two wgs: 1) Euilibrium headpace anajlsis of
the soil/water mixture usinGC as the techque of choice, or 2 ) Pge and tra performed directf
from the VOA vial usig Dynatech/Varianystem or the Tekmar gite needlepurger gystem. Other
systems are available ugiigpecial cgs that arglaced on the vials in the field.

In-vial headpace analsis/GCis essentiajl the screeniggmethod and must lerformed immediatgl
using a headgsace GC angkis. The saple is added to water, and ayigls of interesgo into the
headgpace guilibrium, lowering recovey andyielding significantly different data than methanol.

Encasulatedsanples utilizing the Encore Sapter System. The sapte is encasulated in the field for
off-site anaysis. The laboratgrmust know the gproximate concentration of the spia. If medium-
to-high concentrationthe samle is extruded into a vial contairgmethanol. (Soil will be gposed to
air twice but losses can be minimized). If low concentratiom samle is extruded diregtlinto a
heatedpurge and tra device containig water. This is the most commgnised method of anadis.

Beliveau mentioned that there gecedures for soil VOAreservation under devedment ly both

EPA and ASTM/EPA. The ASTM/EPA subcommittee is depielg a Standard @eratirg Procedure
for Preservation, Handlgy and Anaysis of Medium Level VOA sapies. In addition, EPA has drafted
two new in-vial collection and anadis methods, 5035 and 5021, for gtas with low-level VOC
concentrations. The B®n | draft methods will include a VOA screegiprocedure; grocedure for
sanple collection, weghing, reweghing andpercent solids determinations; and a decision tree that
leads the user thrgh theprocess. Preservation will lperformedpreferaby in the field.

Sanple weighing and reweghing, dispensirg of a measured amount of methanol, pectent solids
determinations are begstrformed in a fixed laboratpyalthowgh they can beperformed in the field.
Laboratories willprepare the vials, weh the vials, and dgense the methanol or water bisulfpt®r
to sendig the vials into the field. When the spieis returned, the laboratowill reweigh the vials,
analze the sample and determine thaercent solids of the soil sahes.

Beliveau listed the advames and limitations of methanaleservation, water/bisulfapgeservation,

and encpsulation gstems like Encore. He noted that the usplaih water as a sgote medium has
been fairy common, but water alone is not aywgood preservative.
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Advantayes of methanol as@eservative:

. Eliminates volatile losses whgerformed immediatgt solubilizes all VOCs so none
volatilize into headsace

. Eliminates biolgical degradation durig storage

. Extracts the volatiles from the soil better than other solvents or water

. More than one angdis can be ruin usgone samle.

Disadvantges of methanol:

. Is a hazardous substance, ang@hg restrictions pply (althowgh this can be avoided if the
total amounts spiped at ag one time are small engli)

. Is a toxic and flammable substance

. Allows only for medium to hgh concentration sapie anaysis. Sarple concentrations under

0.2ng/kg cannot be detectedy kommon methods of aryasis. Selected lon Monitorin
(SIM)/SC/MS is used to enhance the detection limits of a limited number gtemal
Methanolcanbe used for lower level detections undazcal anajtical conditions.

Advantayes of a water/bisulfate apeeservative:

. Eliminates volatile losses if used immedigtel
. Allows for low-level detection limits
. Eliminates biolgical degradation and allows for extended stggand holdig times.

Disadvantges of water/bisulfate:

. Must be used withpecialized guipment either in guilibrium head pace mode or with direct
purge and tra mode. Both modes are utilized thghuthe VOA vial sptum or in-vial ystem
techngues, but quilibrium headpace uses a different calibration tecjus.

. Is impossible to remove all water from the sa@prior to anaysis; howeverpurgability is not
necessanl a sgnificant issue if instruments are calibrafdperly
. Does not extract ganics from the soil totallor as well as methanol or otheganic solvents.

Removes ol those VOCs that can be leached from the soil.

Advantayes of the Encore engsulation gstem:

. Encapsulates the saple immediate} without introducirg air into the sample

. Allows the samle to be sipped with minimized loss of volatiles

. Can be used for either methanol dilution method or direct-heatgd and tra method usig
water (the conventional sgtep/anal/sis method)

. Can be reused maiimes

Disadvantges of the EncoreyStem:

. Does nopreserve the sapie immediatey and must bepened in the lab for sgpte extrusion

. Percent solids must be determined from a seconglsa®ant to the laboratpr

. Specialized guipment for samling and shpment must be used. The laborgtorust have
conpatible equipment for sarple preparation.

. Stainless steelgaipment is epensive
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Beliveauprovided a list ofjuestions to be answergdor to sanpling and anajsis to hegb guide a
project manger in choosig the best method forgarticularproject:

. What are the concentration levels that will be encountered on site?
. What is the level of detectionqeired ty theproject?
. Can the saplers screen the sahesproperly to determine the level of concentration and thus

choose th@roper preservation techgue?

. What anajses are customayiperformed at the contract laborat@rCan the laborater
perform methanol dilution angdis, euilibrium head pace anajsis, or in vialpurge and tra
analses?

. Who will do what? Will it be the laboratpor the field sarplers whoprepare the VOA vials,

weigh the vials, add measurgdantities of methanol or water/bisulfapegpare the sampies,
and rewaggh the vials pon return from the field? If field sgoters do the work, themust be
trained and have errience tgerform the work in an efficient manner.

. How will datagenerated ¥ this procedure corpare topreviousy analzed sarples? How will
this data be used and intexted?

Question and Answer Session

Kay Wischkaerper, Reion 4, asked about cqraring older samples to those angted with the new
methods. Beliveau stated that, because the new methodsyieldltiigher concentrations, thigge of
comparison would noprovide a direct coarison of VOC reduction in soils between the two
sanpling times. Wischkaeper also egressed concern about consisieacross the countr Dick
Willey, Ragion 1, reponded that it would be necesg#ém activel promote the use of these new
methods g all regions.

Mary Beck, Rgion 3, raised the issue of sparticle sizepointing out that a gringe will not work
with velry fine soils. No absolute numbers werevided.

Doug Yeskis, Rgion 5, imuired about the cost of the new methods. Beliveau estimated that each
sanple would cost about $220.00. Willenentioned that he thght EPA was movig toward havig
each Rgion bear its own costs of spiimg and anajsis, so this could have anpact on decisions
about which methods to aolo

PROPOSEDOUTLINE FOR “M ONITORING OF FIELD PARAMETERS DURING GROUND-WATER
SAMPLING PROGRAMS,” DOUG YESKIS, REGION 5

Doug Yeskis, Rgion 5, distributed groposed outline for the “Monitoroof Field Parameters Dugn
Ground-Water Sapiing Pragrams” andoresented the followmpquestions that he would like to be
answered Y the Forum:

» Should the Forum move forward to deyetbe paper degite the fact that ASTM recenthas
develged standards faground-water sapling and a recent Presidential Order for dicigtime
use of indusir standards for federgtograms has been issued?

» Can the Forum reach a decision to @toe rgect the criteria needed to finalize {beper?
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Yeskis said that he would like to devela checklist of issues that have been address@évious
reviews of thepaper in order to ensure that these issues will not be revisitedyduture reviews. In
addition, he would like the Forum tp@ove thepaper with a 2/3 Forum marity vote, with two votes
being given to each Rgon.

Yeskis then noted that there will be nppeerts to thepaper:

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7
8)
9)

Introduction, which will be basicglithe same as@evious version of the document.
However, a decision was made to treat the document more as a “decision-tree” than a “how-to”

paper.
Data Qualiy Objectives.

Information needegrior to sanpling.

A descrption of different sarpling methods, which will include traditional, discrete, and other
sanpling methods, as well as low-stress and minimal draw-down.

A decisionprocess for determingapplicable sampling methodolgy.

Field filtration.

Sanpler decontamination.

Post-sampling activities.

Conclusion, which will include a discussion that this is ad¢idocument, and additional SOPs
for other sarpling procedures.

Kathy Davies said that she thght the document would include grdanple SOPs. Yeskisgreed,
noting that these SOPs would follow the Table of Contprdgposed below:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7

Introduction

Scee and Application
Equipment

Puging/Sanpling Procedures
Field Qualiy Control
Decontamination Procedures
References

Yeskis noted that the document will include the follaywttachments:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Pre-sarpling checklist exarples
Ground-water Ig exanples

Traditional pecific SOP sampling, i.e., bailer
Low-stress/minimal drawdown SOP
Discretein situ sanplers SOP

Yeskis said that he woulatefer toget Forum aproval on theproposed Table of Contents and SOPs
through a vote throgh e-mail as soon gmssible.

NATURAL ATTENUATION , FELICIA BARNETT, STLP—REGION 4

Felicia Barnett, STLP for Rpon 4, noted that the $arfund Technical Liaison Pgoam is tying to
keep up with the work EPA is doigon Natural Attenuation, and feels that stiahl procedures for
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Natural Attenuation are currepthot beirg addressedybEPA. Because of this, she would like for
ORD, the ESD Laboratories, anddrRmal personnelparticularly hydrogeolagists, toget tagether to
discuss this issue. Barnett noted that Jonphsse&STLP for Rgion 2, is headig up this effort. Dick
Willey and Howard Orlean volunteered to begiReal contacts. Willg noted that angitical chemists
should be included in this effort as well.

GWRTAC AND TIO PARTNERSHIPS, RICH STEIMLE , TIO

Rich Steimle, TIO, discussed the Ground-Water Remediation Tedw®lnaysis Center
(GWRTAC). GWRTAC was established thghua coperative greement between the National
Environmental Technolgy Applications Center (NETAC) of the Center for Hazardous Materials
Research (CHMR) and the EPA. The role of GWRTAC is to collectptenassimilate, angrovide
current information concerrgrinnovativeground-water remediation techngles to theground-water
communiy.

Since GWRTAC pecifically addresseground-water issues, Steimle asked all Ground Water Forum
members to evaluate the GWRTAC website in detail garelhim feedback on the site’s contents and
structure. Kati Davies noted that the site has a comments section on it where visitorplgda re
GWRTAC directy and cc: Steimle in their megga The Forumgreed to visit the site argive

feedback to Steimleytthe end of March.

Steimle then noted that TIO daying a partnerirg role ingetting new technolgies used at sites. He
added that TIO has been activeivolved in EPA’'s Remediation Techngles Develpment Forum
(RTDF), which was established in 1992 BPA after indusir representatives met with the
Administrator to identiy ways of workirg together to solve coplex hazardous waste remediation
problems. The RTDF is a consortiumpartners from indusy, severajovernment gencies, and
academia who share the comngwal of develping more effective, less cogthazardous waste
characterization and treatment techigas.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF THE GROUND WATER FORUM, RICH STEIMLE , TIO

Rich Steimle asked the Ground Water Forum if it would be \giliindevelp a list of state technical
contacts who could act as liaisons between the Forum and the states. This list should include names,
titles, e-mail addresses, apldone numbers. He phained that such a list could pehe Forunprove

to Headjuarters that it is lookigto the future, since itpgpears that Sperfund Reauthorization will

most likely result in the states hagjmore reponsibility for cleanys.

Doug Yeskis noted that it nyabe difficult to identify these contacts since there is ghhurnover rate
in the states. He added that a TSP Honge Rauld hgb to get the states more involved.

APPLICATION OF DOWNHOLE EM TECHNIQUES, BiLL BRANDON, REGION 1

Bill Brandon, Rgion 1, discussed R@®n 1's success with downhole EM tedu@s at a site where
the USGS used downhole EM to better characterizpltimee. He said that the teclypoe is fairy
inexpensive and has worked well for thediten. The Region hges to use it in the future at a number
of sites alog the ocean to locate the saltwater interface in order to better controlgitaeioni of
contaminants to the ocean.

OPEN DISCUSSION ONTECHNICAL SITE-RELATED |SSUES
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Kathy Davies said that Joe Williams from the R.S. Kerr LaboyatoAda, OK, is tying to find
information on the biolgical apect of MOC3D for a USGS contact. pane with information on this
issue can contact Davies at 215-566-3315.

ACTION | TEMS AND FUTURE | SSUESRESULTING FROM THIS MEETING DEVELOPED BY RUTH
|ZRAELI , GROUND WATER FORUM CO-CHAIR , REGION 2

Action Items

1. Next Meetig Venue

The Forum greed to have its next meeaginoncurrent with the Gealical Sociey of America Annual
Meeting in Salt Lake Ci, Utah, in October 1997. An alternative choice was the Robert S. Kerr
Laboratoy in Ada, OK. The Forum created a MegtfBubcommittee coprised of Herb Levine, Ruth
Izraeli, Bill Brandon and Howard Orlean to discpkms for the next meetn

2. State Kdrogeolagical Contacts

Each Reion will be reponsible for develping a list of tydrogeolagists in their regective states.
These lists are due to Rich Steimle and/or Co-Chgitddrch 31.

3. Feedback on GWRTAC

Members greed to visit the GWRTAC website (pt#www.gwrtac.og) andgive Rich Steimle
feedback on thquality and utility of the site. Discussion of the site will be on the Conference call
agenda for April.

4. GW Forum Homgage

Curt Black will send the Forum a megsaon where thereliminary Ground Water Forum website
may be found g March 15. Get comments back to Black or Edie Findeis of EMS. Findeis will
maintain the wejtage and coordinate (at least initigliwith Black.

5. Natural Attenuation (NA)

Ruth I1zraeli willpull together Forum comments on the OSWER NA directive and submit them to the
workgroup in HQ (Conpleted on 2/21/97). Curt Black will coordinate review of the draft AFCEE NA
protocol and Black and Izraeli will coordinate reviews of theaming EPA NA guidance Jeyr Jones
discussed durgthe meetig (ongoing).

6. Roundtable Discussion on Permeable Reaction Walls

Herb Levine, Ruth Izraeli, and the other TSP Forum co-chairs will review EMS’s annotated notes and
send them to the Rmns in March. Other followquactivities are to be determiney the Forums.

7. Other Issupapers and Pri@cts.

Dick Willey and Rene Fuentes will continue hegdip the SW/GW interactioproject. Bernie
Zavala and Dog Yeskis will submit a draft outline of the Ground-Water $ang paper to forum
members Y March 7. Zavala and Black volunteered to work with Jonplssand Felicia Barnett on
the STLP Natural Attenuation Rewt.
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Future Directions/Issues

How toplan for and facilitate a lger state role in Sxerfund?

Coordination with the Ground-Water Protection Forum on issugsrafconcern—for exapie,
sanpling for 1,4 dioxane and eghdibromide (EDB) inground water or surface watgrdund-water
interaction issues .

Institutional checks and balances protection of ground-water resources apcevention of the use

of contaminatedquifers durirg active orpassive remediation. Roles andp@ssibilities of local
municipalities, health deartments, the states and EPA.

ENGINEERING FORUM BUSINESS SESSION

FORuM GOALS AND FUTURE | SSUEPAPERS, BOB STAMNES, REGION 10

Bob Stamnes, Ryon 10, led a discussion on Forgwoals achieved so far, futugeals and actions
necessarto achieve them, and a review ofgoing Forumprojects and issupapers. Stamnes then
noted that two issugapers have been cqieted: one on Soil f@or Extraction (SVE) and one on
Thermal Desation (TD). No other issupapers are currentlin production. Frank Vavra, Rgon 3,
urged the Forum to continyzoducirg issuepapers and sgigested that small roundtables be gefar
topics that could be addressed in future igsapers. He added that, to avoid futurgdechallemges to
publication,papers should be written without ideniiig specific RPMs and nam@specific sites.

One member noted thpgérmeable and nopermeable walls were ggested as a fic for a new issue
paper durirg the last TSP meetjn A workgroup was assembled to address these issues. Steve Kinser,
Region 7, swgested that botpapers beproduced simultaneousthrough the samerocess used for

the SVE and TDpapers. Stamnes ggested that the Forum collaborate with the Ground Water Forum
on theseapers. Pam Scull Region 4, mentioned that there is a lot of interest in the use of reactive
walls for treatment rather than merébr containment. Stamneseested ayp member not alregdon

a worlgroup to join one.

Oneparticipant mentioned two issympers that werg@roposed for develoment durirg the last
meetirg: Enhancement of Tech Transferpgpart and the Forum Mission Statement. Vavra said he
would have the mission statement available for distribution to other Forum members soon.

Thegroup then came piwith a list of characteristics that make thegieerirg Forum ungue:

. Its members include gmeers and others from various scientific diioes

. Its membershg consists of volunteers

. It provides a continuous communicatipoint of contact between the lens and the EPA
laboratories

. It resolves technicaroblems durig monthl teleconferences

. It supports Headuarters and the EPA laboratorigsrieviewirg guidance documents for
technical accurgcand consisternyc

. It promotes technical assistance thgloumetworkirg, devel@ment of issugapers, semiannual
national meetigs, monthy teleconferences, meegsmwith other oganizations, etc.

. The function of the Egineerirg Forum was identifiedyoRPMs as a igional need

. At a time of shrinkig budyets, the Egineerirg Forumprovides an inepensive wg to aquire

technical information.
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. It identifies trainirg needs

Stamnes askegghrticipants what the Egineerirg Forum should be workgon. The followirg were
discussed:

. How can the Forum iprove theprocess of rankigtopics for the develpment of issugapers.
The reaction of RPMs to thpeeviousy-used issue rankgprocess was discussed with mixed
reactions.

. The distribution of issupapers should be iproved. The Egineerirg Forum is in therocess

of makirg documents more reagliavailable electronicall This will allow for the distribution
of technical information diregtlto RPMs. Hard qaes of technical documents will also be
provided to each Egineerirg Forum member for accesyg btaff without electronic access.

Stamnegointed out thapapers are now bemposted on the Web, and that a list of spapers should
be conpiled. He uged allparticipants to communicate with other Forum members i tieeed cpies
of papers, remindig eveyone that networkigis ver hepful in information sharig.

Gwen Hooten, Rgion 8, shifted the discussion polling RPMs about tpics they would like to see
addressedybthe Forum. She said that the Ipsl was taken twgears go and that a neoll should

be conducted. Stamnegggested sendmout a notice on what the Forum is currgntirking on and
askirg RPMs for new ideas. MaiBeck, Rgion 3, added that it should be made clear in the notice that
the Forum willpick only a few issues to work on atyaone time due to limited fundin Janowski
swggested that RPMs Imolled for issues on a monyhbasis and the issues be identifiedyear the
agenda for the montiilconference calls. He said this would foster discussion of mglosal issues.
Stamnes greed that this would make the calls mpreductive, addig that ORD and HQ should

know what the issues are ahead of time sp tla@ have more put.

Hooten asked whether reuse of smelteg stantaminated with arsenic and leagyezsally the

technical agects of slg reusepracticality, could be considered as itofor a new issupaper. She
mentioned that the state of Utah hagureconsiderig use of this slgfor highway construction, but
conceded that liabiljtis an issue because thegséxceedgeneric exclusion levels and there is no
track record of beneficial use. Hooten also mentioned thatgioRe6 and 7, work had been
conducted on beneficial reusepiies contaminated with lead. She called for a coordinated effort on
these ypes of reuse issues, andssed concern about ongioa possibly vetoirg somethirg

another is workig on. JoAnn Cola, Rgon 9, added that RCRA peesentatives have said that soll
from Siperfund sites can never be reused unless the site de-listed.

Stamnes encougad Hooten to bgn working on thepaper, swgestirg that she aganize a worlgroup

on it that could serve as an exaenof what can be done in terms of coordination of efforts. Stamnes
urged all Forum members to peoactive as well as reactive about wigtipapers, citirg potential
personal benefits of regoized authorsipias well as the broader benefits of increased legirRich

Ho, Ragion 2,questioned the feasib#itof this in light of limited monetar resources. Stamnes
countered that there are nyamptions available for guport, which could be discussed after the
meetirg.

LI1ST OF TECHNICAL EXPERTS, STEVE KINSER, REGION 7
Steve Kinser, Rgion 7, described thprogress on assemblirthis list. This was followedyba
discussion of who should listed, i.e. forum memberg ant/or other rgional peqole as well. There

was also a discussion of thge of expertise that should be listed. Pagaits greed with Stamnes’
opinion that it would be best to start out ligfijust the Forum members. Janowski noted that the
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Forum could send out an e-mail announcement to all RPMs in thernkRé¢o encouige them to

contact their rgional Ergineerirg Forum rgresentative with guests for assistance. This would allow
RPMs toget a more immediate nasnse. Trish Erickson, ORD/NRMRL-Cincinnati,ggested sendm

this announcement in a table format with four fields: 1) disa; 2) site ype; 3) contaminants; and 4)
technolgies. Steve Kinser will write his erriences down and send it to the forum members as an
exanple of what should be done. Forum members will then send their own \priteSteve Kinser.

Steve will assemble the information for distribution to forum members. This document will include a
table, similar to that gigested § Trish, if the information can be assembed in that format.

OVERVIEW OF THE TECHNICAL SUPPORTPROGRAM STATUS, RICH STEIMLE , TIO

Rich Steimle, TIOpresented an overview of TSP that stressed the imendence of the Forums,
Headyuarters, and ORD. He said the Forums deal with pedthlems, HQorovides fundig and
guidance, and ORProvides technical gertise and laboratgifacilities. He described eagnoup as
being a client to the others, thgeod communication amgrthe three is essential. Steimle admitted
that mong is aproblem and that HQ has been discugsiost-sharig for guidance and issyspers.
He also stated that OERR considers Technicpp&u a hgh priority. He advised the R@ns to think
carefully about distribution of funds, remindjthe audience that there is a limit of $50,pe0 site.

Steimle then mentioned the SVE and TD igsagers, sging John Blanchard had decidedpmsipone
publication of the SVEpaper until OERR pgproval. Stamnes noted that the Forum alyeaald cpies

of thepaper and asked if tlyeshould hold off on distribution. Steimle said he had considergubjies
final and thoght Blanchard had waited too lgto intervene. Ken Skahn, OERR, blamed the h@id-u
on ngyative commentsybthe Office of Undeaground Storge Tanks (OUST). Ken Brown (CRD-Las
Vegas) mentioned that a baghkund issugaper was final but noget distributed, and had also been
submitted to thdournal of Environmental Monitoring & Assessmettully said she did not think that
Region 4 had a qoy of thispaper, Vavra clarified that g@es had been sent to forum members in each
region. Stamnes said the Forum needed to closgamen this and re-distribute thuaper if necessar

Steimlepredicted an increase in state involvement with TSP, but said that HQ is not commgnicatin
well with states and doesn't know who theesxs are in most cases. He tasked Forum members to
begin providing information about TSP to the states phasizirg that this will make @ood

impression on HQ and hehssure continued gport for theprogram. Steimle sygested that the

Forum meet to decide the bestywa transfer information to thgpropriate state naresentatives. He
favored communicatmwith technical staff aspposed to margement, but cautioned thatganization
varies from state to state.

OERR “SPoOKES” UPDATE: DiscussioN oFHow OERR CAN ASSIST THE FORUMS IN M EETING
THEIR GOALS, KEN SKAHN , OSWER

Ken Skahn, RD/RA eert in the Rgion 3-8 Center, OERR, informed the Forum that there are 14
Technical Spport Centers, five of which aregi@enal. Theprogram areas that tlgesuypport include:
state site evaluation; the ilogram; communi involvement; environmental ngsnsibility; and
information mangement. Skahn said that there are reauthorization, risigrandd-water egerts in
the Center as well. Stamnesgjuested that Skahwrovide a list of these @erts to other Forum
members. Skahmgeeed.

Skahnproceeded with a discussionbjects and issues that could benefit from OERR assistance.
The first issue was cost-estimate assistance to RPMs. Statements of work gmelfde§iD/RA cost
estimates are becongjincreasigly conplex, while RPMs often lack g@erience in cost estimation.
Contingeng/ assessment on costs woptdvide a cost rage that would hed to overcome theroblem
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of discrgpancies between the ROD cost estimates and guéseestimates. A second issue was
Operations and Mamgement (O&M) fact sheets andots that outline OERR's role in overseagin
RPMs. Guidance for §ear reviews is be@revised and thepalate will be available within ongear.

A participant asked whether gproblems had been averted the 5year reviews or O&M ngorts,
suggestirg that the benefits of thesepaets be documented. Skahn encgedhForum members et
involved in reviewiy andperhaps producirg thesepapers. He then mentioned a revision of landfill
cgp performance monitorigrequirements that he is worlgron currenty. He said ORD and the Qu
of Engineers want t@rovide irput to thisguidance. Susan Sladek, OERR would like Forum assistance
in gatherirg information on S/ear reviews. In rg@nse to a rguest from Janowski, Skahgraed to

ask Susan Sladek in thedRan 3-8 center, OERR to writgowa brief statement on the information she
needs from forum and distribute this statement to airieerirg Forum members.

Neil Thonpson, Rgion 10, asked if another Forum members hadpexiencedoroblems with states
assumig regonsibility for O&M subseuent to the initial ongrearperiod for which EPAprovides
funding. Mostparticipants reponded affirmativef, citing lack of institutional control as@imary
reason. Also, the states would like EPAdtovide more cpital upfront to reduce state costs later. A
participant commented that institutional control igraperty-rights-takirgs issue for fund-lead sites,
but Vavrapointed out that most sites are enforcement-lead rather than fund-leagregli dhat the
problem would worsen ggocesses argasd p to meet President Clintorgeal of 900 site
construction comletions ty theyear 2,000. Skahn ggested that life-gcle anaysis could hed, citing
the utility of the RACER model. ManRegions don’'t have cost estimators, and Janowsiedir
reliance on Cqs of Ermgineers epertise rather than sitgacific estimators. He also said that District
Offices are more accessible thargieal offices, and that if tlyeare use to estimatyrcost for
Federal Facilities, thyeshould be familiar with RCRA vs. CERCLA termingio

STATUS OF THE EPA LAB PROGRAMS, TRISH ERICKSON, ORD/CINCINNATI AND KEN BROWN,
CRD, LASVEGAS

Trish Erickson, ORD/NRMRL-Cincinnatgave a brief overview of the erfund/RCRA Technolgy
Suypport Centers (TSCs). The jaatives of the TSCs are poovide technical suport and assistance to
Regional staff; inprove communications amgriregions and ORD labs; ensure coordination and
consisteng of remedial technolpes; and furnish technay workshgs and state-of-the-art science
information for site margers at Sperfund and RCRA facilities. perts are based at the National
Risk Man@gement Research LaboragdiNRMRL) and the Andrew W. Briedenbach Environmental
Research Center (AWBERC) in Cincinnati, OH; the Robert S. Kerr Environmental Research
Laboratoy (RSKERL) in Ada, OK; and at associated universities and research institutions. The TSCs
activities are agmented § several technolyy-oriented firms and their gyport contractors and
consultants. Erickson assured gneup that ony the Treatabily Stud/ Assistance Pgram was in
darger of beimg cut for lack of fundig. ORD has committed to maintaigistaff syport at 60.5 FTEs,
23 of whom are in the Risk Magament Laboratgr How ORD and OSIER will share fundjmasyet
to be decided. Erickson mentioned that the Alternative Treatment Tegkmoformation Center
(ATTIC) and the Sperfund Innovative Technodry Evaluation (SITE) Prgram are both available on
the ORD Welpage at:

http:/www.epa.gov/ORD

Ken Brown (CRD/Las Vgas) said that the EPA’s Las §&s laborator is beirg reoiganized and
increased from two to five branches. Brown is thegGi8C FTE in this lab, butpgroximately 50

NPL sites are bemqmworked on at angiven time. The lab has also become involved with Brownfields
in Region 6 and has received a tentativguest for assistance from §ten 8. Brown mentioned a
recenty released an issymaper titledField Sampling and Selecting On-Site Analytical Methods for
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ExplosivedEPA-540-R97-501). He said that one of the RPMs co-authorquyiee which hpefully
will set aprecedent for the future. Brown encoged Forum members to write apdblish papers thg
think would be usefupartly for the recgnition they would likely receive within the geng/. He
assured the Forum that all ORBpers argoeer-reviewed. Stamnes asked fdaper on Natural
Attenuation had been done or waanned. Brown sggested he talk to Jgrdones (RSKERL-Ada)
about this.

REVIEW OF ACTION | TEMS AND ASSIGNMENTS FOR THEIR COMPLETION , FRANK VAVRA, REGION 3

Vavra led thegroup in summarizig the following action items identified at this meegin

Finalize Mission Statement (Frank Vavra)

Identify state contacts for technglptransfer angresent to Rich Steimle (All Forum
Members)

Devel list of contacts in all Federalg&ncies includig DOE (Bob Stamnes, B®n 10 with
Federal Facilities Forum)

Send out comieted issugapers (Rich Steimle, OERR). Identipublishedpapers, those that
are in the works, and review old list of isqapers to see if some s need to be addressed
again (Rich Ho, Rgion 2).

Incineration: Hold a national meegisoon angroduce an information sumnyato present at
the next Egineerirg Forum meetig(Chet Janowski(Rgon 1) and Frank Vavra(Ren 3),

with the assistance of Ken Skahn, OERR).

Identify the next Roundtable pac (Chet Janowski, Rgpon 1 and Rich Ho, Rgon 2)

Identify technical issues for conference calls and communicate these to forum members and
regional personnel eayl so that thg canplan toparticipate (All Forum Members).

Send lists of Forum members’gextise to Steve Kinser, B@®n 7. Do not include other
regional resources at this time (All Forum Members).

Distribute his matrix of OERR rpensibilities to all Forum members (Ken Skahn, OERR)

Inform Ken Skahn of lghlights of Forum’s activities so that he can include them in his bi-
weekl activity report to mangement (All Emineerirg Forum Members).

Send Roundtablpaper to Forum members/2/21 for comment (Co-Chairs).

Suyply assistance on revision of Landfill €&uidance rgarding evaluation new materials, as
requested i Ken Skahn (Mar Beck, Rgion 3).

Provide information to Susan Sladek opear reviews after Forum members receive Sladek’s
summay of needs.(All Forum Members).
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TSP MEETING ATTENDEES

GROUND WATER FORUM

Tom Aalto (8P2-HW)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 8

999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202-2413
303-312-6949

Fax: 303-312-6064
aalto.tom@epamail.epgmv

Curt Black (OEA-095)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-1262
Fax:553-1262
black.curt@epamail.epgov

Bill Brandon (HBT/OSRR)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 1

JFK Federal Buildig

Boston, MA 02203
617-573-9629

Fax: 617-573-9662
brandon.bill@epamail.epgov

Darcy Campbell (8EPR-PS)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 8

999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202-2405
303-312-6560

Fax: 303-312-6065
campbell.darg@epamail.epgov

Kathy Davies (3HW41)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 3

841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3315

Fax: 215-566-3001
davies.kathi@epamail.epgov
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René Fuentes (OEA-095)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-1599
Fax: 206-553-0119
fuentes.rene@epamail.egav

Bert Gorrod (6SF-LN)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 6

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202

214-665-6779

Fax: 214-665-6660
gorrod.bert@epamail.epgmv

Alison Hess
U.S. EPA - Rgion 2 (20th floor)
290 Broadwyg

New York, NY 10007-1866

212-637-3959

Fax: 212-637-4284
hess.alison@epamail.egav

Ruth Izraeli
U.S. EPA - Rgion 2 (18th Floor)
290 Broadwa
New York, NY 10007-1866
212-637-4311
Fax: 212-637-4360
izraeli.ruth@epamail.eggov

Sharon Matthews
U.S. EPA - Rgion 4
Cofle Station Road
Athens, GA 30613
706-355-8608
Fax:
matthews.sharon@epamail. ejua.
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Herb Levine (H-9-3)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
415-744-2312

Fax: 415-744-1916
levine.herb@epamail.egmv

Rich Muza (8EPR-EP)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 8

999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202-2413
303-312-6595

Fax: 303-312-6065
muza.richard@epamail.egayv

Howard Orlean (ECL-113)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-6903

Fax: 206-553-0124
orlean.howard@epamail.egav

Mike Ribordy (DRE-8J)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604
312-886-0408

Fax: 312-353-4788
ribordy.mike@epamail.epgov

Wray Rohrman

U.S. EPA - Rgion 7

726 Minnesota Avenue
Kansas Cit, KS 66101
913-551-7543

Fax:
rohrman.wrg@epamail.epgov

Luanne Vanderpool (SRT-4J)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604

312-353-9296

Fax:312-353-9281
vanderpool.luanne@epamail.ega

Richard Wille(HBS/OSRR)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 1
JFK Federal Builglin
Boston, MA 02203
617-573-9639
Fax:617-573-9662
willey.dick@epamail.epgov

KaWischkaemper (4WD-OHA)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 4
100 Alabama Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-562-8641
Fax:404-562-8566
wischkaemper.kg@epamail.epgov
Doug Yeskis (SRT-4J)
U.S.EPA-§en5
77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chigp, IL 60604
312-886-0408
Fax:312-353-9281
yeskis.doglas@epamail.epgov

Bernard Zavala (OES-095)
U.S. EPA - Rgon 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-1562
Fax:206-553-0119

@epamail.egav

Stan Zawistowski (8EPR-F)
U.S. EPA - Rgon 8
999 18th Street
Denver, CO 80202-2413
303-312-6255
Fax:303-312-6067
zawistowski.stan@epamail. eguas
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ENGINEERING FORUM

Mary Beck (3HW90)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 3

841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3429
Fax:215-566-3113
beck.may@epamail.epgov

JoAnn Cola (H-3-1)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
415-744-2238
Fax:415-744-2180
colajoann@epamail.epgov

John Delashmit (ART)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 7

726 Minnesota Avenue
Kansas Cit, KS 66101
913-551-7821
Fax:913-551-7947
delashmijohn@epamail.epgov

Richard Ho (19th Floor)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 2

290 Broadwy

New York, NY 10007-1866
212-637-4372
Fax:212-637-4393
ho.richard@epamail.egmv

Tony Holoska (SRT-4J)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicao, IL 60604
312-886-7503

Fax:312-886-
holoska.anthoy@epamail.epgov

Gwen Hooten (8EPR-SR)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 8

999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202-2413
303-312-6571
Fax:303-312-6897
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hootegwen@epamail.epgov

Chet Janowski (HBO/OSRR)
U.S. EPA -ften 1
JFK Federal Buildjn Rm. 2203
Boston, MA 02203-2211
617-573-9623
Fax:617-573-9662
janowski.chet@epamail.egayv

Steve Kinser (MOKS)
U.S. EPA grm 7
726 Minnesota Avenue
Kansas ¢iKS 66101
913-551-7728
Fax:913-551-7063
kinser.steven@epamail gpa.

Paul Leonard (3HW71)
U.S. EPA - Ron 3
841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3350
Fax:215-566-3001
leonard.paul@epamail.gpa.

David Petrovski (RCRA)
U.S. EPA - Ben5
77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chiga, IL 60604
312-886-0997
Fax:312-886-9176

petrovski.david@epamail.gpa.

Pam SquitWD-SSRB)
U.S. EPA - Rgon 4
100 Alabama Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-562-8935
Fax:404-562-8896

scylbam@epamail.epgov
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Bob Stamnes (OEA-095)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-1512
Fax:206-553-0119
stamnes.robert@epamail.egpa

Neil Thompson (ECL-113)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101
206-553-7177
Fax:206-553-0124
thompson.neil@epamail.egayv

Frank Vavra (3HW23)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 3

841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3221
Fax:215-566-3001
vavra.frank@epamail.egmv

Susan Webster (6H-ED)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 6
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, TX 75202
214-665-6784
Fax:214-665-7447
webster.susan@epamail. egoav.

FEDERAL FACILITY FORUM

Allison Abernatly (5101)

U.S. EPA/FFRRO

401 M Street, SW

Washirgton, DC 20460
202-260-9925
Fax:202-260-5646
abernatl.allison@epamail.epgov

Mary Ann Abrahamson (6SF-AT)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 6

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202

214-665-6754
Fax:214-665-6660
abrahamson.mg@epamail.epgov

Doug Bell (5101)

U.S. EPA/FFRRO

401 M Street, SW
Washirgton, DC 20460
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202-260-8716
Fax:202-260-5646

bell.dglas@epamail.epgov

Mghan Cassigd (HBT/OSRR)
U.S.EPA-HBenl

JFK Federal Buildig

Boston, MA 02203
617-573-5785

Fax:617-223-5580
casgichgghan@epamail.epgov

Carl Froede (4WD-FFB)
U.S. EPA-Ben4
100 Alabama Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-562-3555 ext. 6443
Fax:404-562-0076/5205
froede.carl@epamail.gpa.
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Steven Hirsh (3HW50)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 3

841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3352

Fax: 215-566-3051
hirsh.steven@epamail.epgav

Paul Leonard (3HW71)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 3

841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215-566-3350
Fax:215-566-3001
leonard.paul@epamail.egayv

Scott Marquess (SUPR/FFSE)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 7

726 Minnesota Avenue
Kansas Cit, KS 66101
913-551-7131
Fax:913-551-7063
marguess.scott@epamail. egmav.

Nanog/ Morlock (6PD-N)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 6

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202
214-665-6650
Fax:214-665-7263
morlock.nang@epamail.epgov

Floyd Nichols (8EPR-F)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 8

999 18th Street

Denver, CO 80202-2413
303-312-6983
Fax:303-312-6076
nichols.floyd@epamail.epgov

Bill Roach (18th Floor)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 2

290 Broadwy

New York, NY 10007-1866
212-637-4335
Fax:212-637-3256
roach.bill@epamail.epgov
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Rich Steimle
U.S. EPA/TIO (5102G)
401 M Street, SW
Waslgton, DC 20460
703-603-7195
Fax:703-603-9135
steimle.richard@epamail.egav
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Debly Tremblay (5101)
U.S. EPA/FFRRO

401 M Street, SW
Washirgton, DC 20460

202-260-8302
Fax:202-260-
tremblay.deborah@epamail.egayv

Craig Thomas (SRF-5J)

U.S. EPA - Rgion 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chiceago, IL 60604
312-886-5907
Fax:312-886-8426
thomas.craj@epamail.epgov

Carol Witt-Smith (HRPN-8J)
U.S. EPA - Rgion 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chiceago, IL 60604
312-886-6146
Fax:312-353-4788
witt-smith.carol@epamail.egov

OTHER ATTENDEES

Andy Beliveau

U.S. EPA-Rgion 1

60 Westview Street
Lexington, MA 02203
617-860-4607
beleveau.and@epamail.epgov

Matt Charsk

U.S. EPA/OSWER

401 M Street, SW (5202G)
Washirgton, DC 20460
703-603-8777

Fax: 703-603-9133
charsk.matthew@epamail.epgmv

Vicki Lloyd

U.S. EPA/ORIA

540 S. Morris Avenue
Montgomer, AL 36115-2601

David Carson
U.S. EPA/ORD/NRMRL
26 Martin Luther KjriBlvd.
Cincinnati, OH 45268
513-569-7527
carson.david@epamail.egav

Jery Jones

U.S. EPA/RSKERL

Ada, OK

405-436-8593

Fax: 405-436-8614
jonesjerry@epamail.epgov

334-270-3467
Fax: 334-270-3454
INd.vicki@epamail.epgov
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Ken Brown

U.S. EPA/CRD-Las Vgas
P.O. Box 93478

Las Vegas, NV 89193-3478
702-798-2270

Fax: 702-798-3146
brown.ken@epamail.efmv

Dennis Reig

GeoCenters, Inc.

7 Wells Avenue

Newton, MA 02159
617-964-7070

Fax: 617-527-7592
dreidy@techgeo-centers.com

Ken Skahn
U.S. EPA/IOSWER
401 M Street, SW (5204G)
Washiton, DC 20460
703-603-8801
Fax: 703-603-9100
skahn.ken@epamail.egav

Brewster Conant
Univergiof Waterloo
636 Red Pine Drive
Waterloo, Ontario N2V ISI
CANADA
519-885-1211, ext. 2973
bconga@scibog.uwaterloo.ca

Trish Erickson
NRMRL-Cin/LPRCD

26 Martin Luther Kimg Blvd.
Cincinnati, OH 45268
513-569-7884

Fax:
erickson.trish@epamail.egav

ROUNDTABLE PANELISTS

Dr. Liyuan Liarg

Environmental Sciences Division
Oak Ridye National Laboratgr
P.O. Box 2008

Oak Ridge, TN 37831

Dr. Patricia D. MacKenzie

Corporate Research and Development
Center

General Electric

1 Research Circle

BLDG K1, RM 5A47

Niskayuna, NY 12309

Mr. Robert W. Puls

R.S. Kerr Environmental Research
Laboratoy

U.S. EPA/NRMRL

P.O. Box 1198

919 Kerr Research Drive

Ada, OK 74820
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Mr. Michael J. Baker

Department of Earth Sciences
University of Waterloo

Waterloo Ontario N2L-3G1 CANADA

Dr. Kirk J. Cantrell

Applied Geolgy and GeochemistrGroup
Battelle, Pacific Northwest National
Laboratoy

P.O. Box 999, Mail Stop K6-81
Richland, WA 99352

Dr. John S. Fruchter

Batelle, Pacific Northwest National
Laboratoy

P.O. Box 999, MSIN K6-96
Richland, WA 99352

Dr. Peter Grathwohl

Applied Geolagy, Geolaical Institute
University of Tuebirgen

Sindelfinger Str. 57

72070 Tubigen GERMANY
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Dr. TimothM. Sivavec
Corporate Research and Development
Center
General Electric
1 River Rd.
BLDG K1, RM 5A45
SchenectgdNY 12301

Dr. Geoge G. Teutsch

Gedcal Institute

Universitof Tubingen
Sigwartstr, 10

D-72827 Tueggm GERMANY

Peter Lundie
EnviroTreat Ltd.
Envirotech
The Mill of Brotherfield
Skene, Aberdeen SCOTLAND AB32-
6SQ
144.01224.740406
Fax: 144.01224.740407



